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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-20, 22-26, 28- 
33, as amended, have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references (pages 17-18, bridge paragraph), the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 
F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, all the references are 
in the same field of applicant's endeavor (i.e., system for providing, storing, and 
displaying images including video images), and the motivation is found or 
suggested in the references themselves. 

For the reasons given above, rejections on claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-20, 22-26, 28-33 
are analyzed as discussed below. 

Claims 7, 16, 21, 27 and 34 have been canceled. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 IhS.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 6, 8, 11, 13, 15, 17-20, 22-24, 26, 28-30 and 33 are 
alternatively rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abe, . 
U.S. Patent No. 6,714,216 in view of Ellis et al. (US 2003/0149988), and further 
in view of Yoda (US 6,593,946). 

Regarding claims 1, 22 and 28, Abe discloses a method, a corresponding 
processing system, and a corresponding computer readable medium for 
destructively editing a time based stream of information in a processing system 
(Fig. 12), comprising: 

a) capturing the time based stream of information into a storage based on 
a transfer rate for the period of time (e.g., capturing video clip, slit data, or 
corresponding audio clip into external storage apparatus, VRAM 20, or VRAM 23 
based on transfer rate during fetching mode - see include, but are not limited to, 
figure 2, col. 6, lines 1-67, col. 19, lines 11-30); 
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Abe further discloses a storage such as external storage 22, VRAM, for 
storing video signal, wherein video signal comprises video data, audio data, slit 
data, and the operator can selects to display, to edit, to delete or change video 
clip or the stored content during editing mode, or display mode (see include, but 
is not limited to, figure 2, col. 8, lines 7-53, col. 13, lines 1-4, col. 17, lines 15-40, 
col. 19, line 31 -col. 20, line 44, col. 20, line 57-col. 21, line 43). Thus, the time 
based stream of information is played from the storage based on the transfer rate 
subsequent to the period of time (after fetching mode, the time based stream of 
information, including video, audio, etc. is played back in display mode or editing 
mode, from the storage based on the transfer rate for display on the display 
screen); 

partitioning a first portion and a second portion of the time based stream of 
information based on the playing (partitioning any portion of the video signal such 
as slit data, video clip, audio clip the playing in editing mode or playing mode), 
the first portion being stored in a first part of the storage, the second portion 
being stored in a second part of the storage (any part of storage occupied by any 
portion of the video clip, audio clip, slit data, for example, portions of time based 
stream in figure 15 - see also figures 5-7,15), the first portion being captured into 
the first part during a first time period of the period of time (any period for 
capturing the first portion during time period of fetching mode), the second 
portion being captured into the second part during a second time period of the 
period of time (any period for capturing the second portion during time period of 
fetching mode), and the first time period being of different length than the 
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second time period (e.g., time periods for longer portion being longer than time 
period for shorter portion - see include, but are not limited to, figure 15); 

selecting the first portion of the time based stream of information (e.g., 
selecting of in-point and out-point of clip, or selection clip to be deleted, see 
include, but is not limited to, col. 12, line 64-col. 13, line 4, col. 16, line 30 - col. 
17, line 40, figures 7,9,15); 

receiving a user deletion command (entry of deletion mode, col. 17, lines 
13-40); and 

deleting the first portion from the storage in response to the user deletion 
command, without examining storage capacity state (see include, but are not 
limited to, col. 17, lines 18-40, whereby delete action is confirmed and External 
Storage Apparatus 22 is controlled to delete the designated portion of video clip 
and corresponding audio clip). However, Abe does not specifically disclose such 
that portion is no longer stored on the storage and is thereby destructively edited. 

Ellis discloses user choose to delete data that is no longer desired from 
the storage or expired time or after watched (paragraphs 0167-0169). Thus, the 
stored portion is inherently deleted from the storage without examining storage 
capacity state and, as a result of deleting the portion from the storage; the first 
portion (deleted data) is no longer stored on the storage and is thereby 
destructively edited. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Abe to use the 
teaching as taught by Ellis in order to save space for higher priority data/optimize 
storage utilization or reduce fee per unit of storage consumed (paragraph 0169). 
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However, Abe in view of Ellis does not explicitly disclose moving at least a 
portion of the stream information from the second part of the storage to the first 
part of the storage for deleting the first portion from the storage. 

Yoda discloses moving at least a portion of the stream information from the 
second part of the storage to the first part of the storage for deleting a portion 
from the storage in response to user deletion command (interpreted when an 
erase-write command is received from the host computer 2, displaying 
information stored in the screen buffer 16 is updated by the newest display 
information supplied from the host computer, the current display formation is 
moved to the lowest area of the previous screen storage unit 131 and the display 
information stored in lower storage areas of the previous screen storage 131 are 
shifted upward to replace the display information in the upper storage areas of 
the previous screen storage 131, the display information stored in the uppermost 
area of the previous storage unit (oldest display information) is erased - see 
include, but is not limited to, figures 7, 8, 14, 27-28, col. 9, line 41 -col. 10, line 
27). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Abe in view of Ellis to use the teaching as 
taught by Yoda in order to improve efficiency in data management, or to provide 
a scheme for controlling a device which can provide a device with decent 
manipulability (col. 4, lines 28-32). 
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As for claims 2, 23, and 29, Abe further discloses providing reference data (time 
code data) corresponding to the stored time based stream of information and 
wherein the selecting is by extracting the reference data from at least a portion of 
the reference (col. 17, lines 18-40, wherein the time code data corresponding to 
the portion of the clip selected by the user is deleted). 

As for claims 3, 24 and 30, Abe further discloses the reference forms at least one 
new reference with reference data to the remaining time based stream of 
information (col. 17, lines 18-40, wherein time code data (reference data) is 
inherently rewritten as a result of a selected portion of the clip being deleted 
(e.g., if a beginning portion of the clip is deleted, then the portion of the clip 
immediately following the portion deleted would necessarily be indicated as the 
beginning point of the clip). 

As for claims 6, 15, 26 and 33, Ellis further discloses deleting the no longer 
desired program from the storage device (paragraphs 0167-0169). It is obvious 
that the portion (undesired/watched program) is deleted by permanently 
eliminating the information from storage directly without an intermediate step in 
order to improve convenience to user. 

Regarding claim 8, the limitations of the method for managing storage in a 
processing system that correspond to the limitations of a method of destructively 
editing a time based stream of information in a processing system as claimed 
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claim 1 are analyzed as discussed with respect to the rejection of claim 1. Ellis 
further discloses the portion (undesired program) is deleted if the portion is not 
represented by more than one reference data (in response to the deletion 
request, delete the portion from storage device that store the program selected 
for deletion if only one user has requested that the program be recorded- 
paragraph 0168). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the editing method of Abe to 
incorporate the teaching as further taught by Ellis, for the benefit of enhancing 
audio/video editing operations by preventing data currently is use in a multimedia 
presentation from being deleted in a storage management method, and 
furthermore, to maximize the use of stored data, and additionally to reduce fee 
for storage consumed (paragraphs 0168-0169). 

The limitation of claim 1 1 is encompassed by the teachings of Abe in view of Ellis 
and Yoda, as discussed above relative to claim 8. Specifically, Abe discloses the 
selecting is by extracting the reference data from at least a portion of the 
reference (col. 17, lines 18-40, wherein the time code data corresponding to the 
portion of the clip selected by the user is deleted). 

The limitation of claim 13 is encompassed by the teachings of Abe in view of Ellis 
and Yoda, as discussed above relative to claim 11. Specifically, Abe discloses 
the reference forms at least one new reference with reference data to the 
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remaining time based stream of information (col. 17, lines 18-40, wherein time 
code data (reference data) is inherently rewritten as a result of a selected portion 
of the clip being deleted (e.g., if a beginning portion of the clip is deleted, then the 
portion of the clip immediately following the portion deleted would necessarily be 
indicated as the beginning point of the clip). 

Regarding claim 17, the limitations of the system that correspond to the 
limitations of the method as claimed in claim 1 are analyzed as discussed with 
respect to the rejection of claim 1 , wherein 

a capture port (A/D 19 and VRAM 20 (figure 2) for... (discussed in the 
rejection of claim 1); 

a storage ( VRAM and/or external storage device - figure 2) for... 
(discussed in the rejection of claim 1) 

a display device (Monitor 26, col. 7, lines 37-46, figures 1, 3-8, 15) for ... 
(discussed in the rejection of claim 1); and 

a processor (Host Computer 15 of Fig. 2, which inherently discloses a 
CPU) for .... (discussed in the rejection of claim 1, and also see col. 17, lines 10- 
40). However, Abe does not specifically disclose such that first portion is no 
longer stored on the storage and is thereby destructively edited. 

Ellis discloses user choose to delete data that is no longer desired from the 
storage or expired time or after watched (paragraphs 0167-0169). Thus, the 
stored portion is deleted from the storage without examining storage capacity 
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state and, as a result of deleting the portion from the storage; the portion (deleted 
data) is no longer stored on the storage and is thereby destructively edited. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Abe to use the teaching as taught by Ellis 
in order to save space for higher priority data/optimize storage utilization or 
reduce fee per unit of storage consumed (paragraph 0169); However, Abe in 
view of Ellis does not explicitly disclose moving at least a portion of the stream 
information from the second part of the storage to the first part of the storage for 
deleting the first portion from the storage. 

Yoda discloses moving at least a portion of the stream information from the 
second part of the storage to the first part of the, storage for deleting a first portion 
from the storage in response to user deletion command (interpreted when an 
erase-write command is received from the host computer 2, displaying 
information stored in the screen buffer 16 is updated by the newest display 
information supplied from the host computer, the current display formation is 
moved to the lowest area of the previous screen storage unit 131 and the display 
information stored in lower storage areas of the previous screen storage 131 are 
shifted upward to replace the display information in the upper storage areas of 
the previous screen storage 131, the display information stored in the uppermost 
area of the previous storage unit (oldest display information) is erased - see 
include, but is not limited to, figures 7, 8, 14, 27-28, col. 9, line 41-col. 10, line 
27). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to modify Abe in view of Ellis to use the teaching as 
taught by Yoda in order to improve efficiency in data management, or to provide 
a scheme for controlling a device which can provide a device with decent 
manipulability (col. 4, lines 28-32). 

As for claim 18, Abe further discloses the display device includes a deletion 
control (Deletion process presented in video browser 25 and displayed on 
Monitor 26, col. 17, lines 10-40). 

As for claim 19, Abe further discloses the storage further includes at least one 
reference data (time code data) corresponding to the time based stream of 
information and the processor is further for deleting the reference data reference 
(col. 17, lines 18-40, wherein the time code data corresponding to the portion of 
the clip selected by the user is deleted). 

As for claim 20, Abe further discloses the processor is further for forming at least 
one new reference with reference data to the remaining time based stream of 
information after deleting the data (col. 17, lines 18-40, wherein time code data 
(reference data) is inherently rewritten as a result of a selected portion of the clip 
being deleted (e.g., if a beginning portion of the clip is deleted, then the portion of 
the clip immediately following the portion deleted would necessarily be indicated 
as the beginning point of the clip). 
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4. Claims 4, 14, 25, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abe, U.S. Patent No. 6,714,216 in view of Ellis et al. (US 
2003/0149988) and Yoda (US 6,593,946) as applied to claims 3, 24, 30 above, 
and further in view of Chao et al. (Chao), U.S. Patent No. 5,732,184. 

As for claims 4, 14, 25, and 31, although Abe discloses selecting a portion of a 
clip (i.e., time based stream of information) designated by a mark-in point and a 
mark-out point (e.g., to select a portion of the clip between the beginning and end 
of the clip) and deleting the selected portion (see discussion above relative to 
claims 1, 22, and 28), Abe fails to specifically disclose the reference splits into a 
first new reference corresponding to the information prior to the extracted data 
and a second new reference corresponding to the information after the extracted 
reference data (e.g., Abe does not specifically disclose that two separate clips 
result from the editing operation). 

However, Chao, in an analogous art, teaches editing video clips 
incorporating a slicing operation wherein a clip is divided into two separate clips 
(col. 5, line 64 - col. 6, line 53 and Figs. 4A and 4B). Editing a video clip to 
produce two separate clips inherently discloses a first new reference 
corresponding to information prior to the slicing point and a second new 
reference corresponding to information after the extracted reference data to allow 
for editing of the clips separately. The slicing operation taught by Chao provides 
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the benefit of allowing a clip to be separated for other video clip data to be 
inserted between the sliced portions (see col. 6, lines 50-53). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the editing process of Abe in view 
of Ellis and Yoda to incorporate the reference splits into a first new reference 
corresponding to the information prior to the extracted reference data and a 
second new reference corresponding to the information after the extracted 
reference data, as taught by Chao, for the benefit of allowing a clip to be 
separated for other video clip data to be inserted between the sliced portions in a 
time based stream editing system. 

5. Claims 5, 9-10,12 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Abe, U.S. Patent No. 6,714,216 Ellis et al. (US 2003/0149988) 
and Yoda (US 6,593,946) as applied to claims 2, 22 and 29 above, and further in 
view of Gamon, U.S. Patent No. 6,345,318. 

As for claims 5, 9 and 32, the disclosure of Abe in view of Ellis and Yoda is relied 
upon a discussed above relative to claims 2 and 29. Abe in view of Ellis and 
Yoda fail to disclose depositing the extracted reference data in a trash depository 
prior to deletion, as claimed. 

However, Garmon, in an analogous art, teaches a trash depository (e.g., 
Recycle Bin 415 of Fig. 4) wherein objects selected for deletion are stored prior 
to permanently deleting the data from storage, wherein further, the deleting 
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action may be cancelled (i.e., the object restored) if the user subsequently 
decides the object selected for deletion is needed or the user may permanently 
delete the object by emptying the recycle bin (col. 7, lines 13-38). The 
implementation of a trash depository function is notoriously well known in 
operating systems and application software that provides the typical and well- 
known benefit of enabling a user to restore data previously selected to be deleted 
(i.e., to reverse a deletion action). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the deleting step of Abe in view of 
Ellis and Yoda to incorporate including depositing corresponding reference data 
in a trash depository prior to deleting the information, as taught by Garmon, for 
the typical and well-known benefit of enabling a user to restore data previously 
selected to be deleted. 

As for claim 10, Garmon further discloses the deleting action may be cancelled 
(i.e., the object restored) if the user subsequently decides the object selected for 
deletion is needed or the user may permanently delete the object by emptying 
the recycle bin (col. 7, lines 13-38). 

As for claim 12, Abe in view of Ellis and Yoda discloses a method as discussed 
in the rejection of claim 1 1 . Abe in view of Ellis and Yoda fails to disclose wherein 
if a cancel command is received, the extracted reference data is replaced in the 
reference and the portion is not deleted, as claimed. 
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However, Garmon, in an analogous art, trash depository (e.g., Recycle Bin 
415 of Fig. 4) wherein objects selected for deletion are stored prior to 
permanently deleting the data from storage, wherein further, the deleting action 
may be cancelled (e.g., the object restored along with corresponding reference 
data to the portion selected for deletion) if the user subsequently decides the 
object selected for deletion is needed (e.g., canceling the deletion command) or 
the user may permanently delete the object by emptying the recycle bin (col. 7, 
lines 13-38). The implementation of a trash depository function is notoriously 
well known in operating systems and application software that provides the 
typical and well-known benefit of enabling a user to restore data previously 
selected to be deleted (i.e., to reverse a deletion action). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the deleting step of Abe in view of 
Ellis and Yoda to incorporate wherein if a cancel command is received, the 
extracted reference data is replaced in the reference and the portion is not 
deleted, as taught by Garmon, for the benefit of enabling a user to restore data 
previously selected to be deleted (i.e., to reverse a deletion action). 

In addition, it is noted that the limitation of moving at least a portion of 
stream of information from the second part of the storage to the first part of 
the storage for deleting the first portion from the storage... could be 
alternatively interpreted as the concept of first-in-first-out memory/buffer or 
the concept of circular memory/ buffer, which is well known in the art. 
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Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Chaddha et al. (US 6,173,317 B1) discloses streaming and displaying a 
video stream with synchronized annotations over a computer network. 

Mincy et al. (US 6,052,508) discloses user interface for managing track 
assignment for portable digital moving picture recording and editing system. 

Frink et al. (US 6,226,038) discloses HDTV editing and effects 
previsualization using SDTV devices. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Son P. Huynh whose telephone number is 
571-272-7295. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 - 6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Christopher S. Kelley can be reached on 571-272-7331. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Son P. Huynh June 29, 2007 




